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1 )^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 04 January 2007 . 
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4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) E3 Claim(s) 14-19 is/are allowed. 

6) ISI Claim(s) 1,3.4.9-12,20,24 and 25 is/are rejected. 

7) Q Claim(s) is/are objected to. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

The limitation of "a ratio of 1 :8 and 1 :40" (claim 1) is indefinite. It is unclear as to 
whether the ratio is on a weight or mole basis. For the purpose of this examination, it will be 
interpreted to be at least inclusive of both. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1, 3-4, 9, 12, 20, and 24-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Jamil (U.S. Patent 5,772,916) in view of Arakawa et al. (U.S. Patent 
6,031,236). 

Jamil discloses a method of making a radiation image conversion panel (abstract), 
comprising the steps of: 

a) calcining a stimulable phosphor in a furnace for 1 to 4 hours, then cooling the 
phosphor until the phosphor temperature is below 100 °C (col. 8, lines 14-18; col. 9, lines 25-35); 

b) dispersing the calcined phosphor in methyl ethyl ketone (col. 11, lines 21-26) and 
stirring with a non-metallic stirrer to obtain a slurry (col. 1 1, lines 33-34); 

c) wet classifying wherein a final mesh in the wet classification is 20 jam (col. 1 1 , lines 

46-51); 
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d) forming a slurry with the phosphor and a polyurethane binder (col. 12, lines 29-47), 
wherein the binder and the phosphor can be mixed with a weight ratio of up to 1 :8.5 (col. 13, 
lines 14-24); 

e) applying the coating material to a support and drying to thereby form a phosphor layer 
(col. 13, lines 25-52). 

Jamil does not explicitly teach that the phosphor remains in the slurry between steps (b) 
and (c) or that the stimulable phosphor is 10 to 300 parts by weight per 100 parts by weight of 
methyl ethyl ketone of the first slurry. Jamil teaches a drying step between steps (b) and (c) (col. 
11, lines 58-62), but does not teach a criticality for drying the phosphor. In examples 1-3, the 
phosphors are dried only to determine the particle size distribution. The dried phosphor is 
reconstituted into a second slurry that comprises a binder. The second slurry can use the same 
solvent as the first slurry (col. 12, lines 29-38). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have kept the phosphor in the same slurry 
between steps (b) and (c) because Jamil teaches that the first and second slurry can use the same 
solvent and that the drying step is not critical. One would have been motivated to do so in order 
to reduce the number of steps in the process. 

Jamil teaches that the second slurry the phosphor can be 171 to 570 parts by weight per 
100 parts by weight of methyl ethyl ketone (col 13, lines 17-24). 

Jamil teaches that any stimulable phosphor may be used (col. 8, lines 14-18), but does not 
teach that the stimulable phosphor can be BaFBr:Eu, BaFI:Eu or a mixture thereof or that the 
calcining temperature can be 750-900 °C. However, Arakawa teaches that the stimulable 
phosphor can be BaFBn.OOlEu (example 1). The calcining temperature can be 750-850 °C 
(example 2). The selection of something based on its known suitability for its intended use has 
been held to support a prima facie case of obviousness. Sinclair & Carroll Co. v. Interchemical 
Corp., 325 U.S. 327, 65 USPQ 297 (1945). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have used BaFBn.OOlEu as the particular 
stimulable phosphor in the process of Jamil with a reasonable expectation of success because 
Jamil teaches that any suitable stimulable phosphor may be used and because Arakawa teaches 
that such phosphors are suitable for making a radiation image storage panel. 
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Jamil teaches that a non-metallic stirrer can be used to obtain a slurry, as discussed 
above, but does not teach using a propeller to stir. However, Arakawa teaches that a propeller 
can be used to agitate the slurry (example 1). The selection of something based on its known 
suitability for its intended use has been held to support a prima facie case of obviousness. 
Sinclair & Carroll Co. v. Interchemical Corp., 325 U.S. 327, 65 USPQ 297 (1945). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have used a 
non-metallic propeller to obtain the slurry of Jamil with a reasonable expectation of success 
because Jamil teaches that a non-metallic stirrer is preferred and because Arakawa teaches that a 
propeller can be used for such applications. 

Claims 3-4,12: Jamil teaches that the wet classification step includes the step of 
decanting part of the slurry in order to separate agglomerated phosphors greater than about 20 
|j,m. The wet classification step is repeated several times (col. 11, lines 47-55). This step is 
performed before the step of adding the binder. 

Claim 9: Jamil teaches that the wet classification step employs sieving (i.e., filtration) 
(col. 11, lines 47-51). 

Claim 24: Jamil teaches that the substrate can be coated with a light reflection layer (col. 
13, lines 56-65; col. 14, lines 21-26) and that a protective overcoat may be provided over the 
phosphor coating (col. 14, lines 30-32). 

Claim 25 is addressed above. 

5. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jamil (U.S. 
Patent 5,772,916) and Arakawa et al. (U.S. Patent 6,031,236) as applied to claim 1 above, in 
view of Leblans et al. (U.S. Patent 5,360,578). 

Jamil teaches a wet classification process that includes the step of sieving as discussed 
above, but does not teach employing the sieves arranged in a plurality of stages having 
decreasing mesh sizes. However, Leblans teaches that the particles may be sieved through a 
plurality of stages having decreasing mesh size (col. 4, line 56-col. 5, line 13). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have sieved 
the phosphor of Jamil and Arakawa through a plurality of stages having decreasing mesh sizes. 
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One would have been motivated to do so in order to further filter the phosphor to get a more 
desirable particle size distribution. 

6. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jamil (U.S. 
Patent 5,772,916) and Arakawa et al. (U.S. Patent 6,031,236) as applied to claim 9 above, in 
view of Hultsch et al. (U.S. Patent 4,405,454). 

Jamil and Arakawa is discussed above, but does not teach classification by pressure 
filtration. However, Hultsch teaches that pressure filtration is suitable method for classifying 
particles from dispersions (Abstract, col. 2, lines 56-68). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have used pressure filtration as the 
particular wet classification method of Jamil and Arakawa with a reasonable expectation of 
success because Hultsch teaches that such methods are suitable for classifying particles from 
dispersions. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

7. Claims 14-19 are allowed for the reasons already of record. 

Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments, see pgs. 8, filed 1/4/2007, with respect to the rejection of claim 
20 under 35 U.S.C. 103 over Weiss '550 and Leblans 4 578 have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. 

9. Applicant's arguments filed 1/4/2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Claims as rejected over Jamil '916: 

The Applicant argues that the removal of the drying step would render the invention of 
- Jamil unsatisfactory for its intended purpose when taking into consideration that the instant 
binder is polyurethane. The Applicant further argues that the isopropyl alcohol used to suspend 
the reactivated powder has to be removed before polyurethane is added and thus the drying step 
would be essential. However, the argument is not commensurate in scope with the rejection 
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because the rejection clearly states that methyl ethyl ketone (MEK) is used as the particular 
dispersing solvent (col. 11, lines 21-26) and that the second slurry can use the same solvent as 
the first slurry (col. 12, lines 29-38). Although Jamil teaches that isopropyl alcohol is the most 
preferred solvent, Jamil also exemplifies MEK as a suitable solvent. A reference may be relied 
upon for all that it would have reasonably suggested to one having ordinary skill the art, 
including nonpreferred embodiments. Merck & Co. v. Biocraft Laboratories, 874 F.2d 804, 10 
USPQ2d 1843 (Fed. Cir.), cert, denied, 493 U.S. 975 (1989). See also Celeritas Technologies 
Ltd. v. Rockwell International Corp., 150 F.3d 1354, 1361, 47 USPQ2d 1516, 1522-23 (Fed. Cir. 
1998). 

Regarding the criticality of the drying step, the Applicant only argues that this step for 
removing isopropyl alcohol, which cannot dissolve polyurethane, has to be conducted. However, 
the Applicant relies mainly on the teachings in Examples I to III and does not address the 
criticality of the drying step in light of the teachings of Jamil as a whole. As noted above, the 
solvents for the first and second slurry can both be MEK, which necessarily dissolves 
polyurethane binders because such a limitation is required in the claims. To have 1) formed a 
first slurry using MEK, 2) dried the first slurry, and 3) formed a second slurry using MEK would 
have created a process with an unnecessary drying step. Thus, one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention would have recognized that such a drying step could be removed when 
using the same solvent in the first and second slurry. 

Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Rabatin (U.S. Patent 4,360,571, Example 1), Alles (U.S. Patent 2,819,183, col. 2, 
lines 1-22), and Rabatin (U.S. Patent 4,208,470, Example 1) also show examples of wet 
classification of slurries of a phosphor and a binder before applying them to form a panel. 



1 1 . Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jimmy Lin whose telephone number is 571-272-8902. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Friday 8AM - 5:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tim Meeks can be reached on 571-272-1423. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from. either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



JL 
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